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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election with traverse of group II in the reply filed on 12/02/04 is 
acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the restriction is not proper. This is not 
found persuasive because group I (claims 1-26) and group II (claims 27-52) are related as 
process of making and product made, respectively. Additionally, the device of group II (claims 
27-52) invention could be made by as a materially different process. For example, selectively 
forming a layer of dielectric over the substrate first device features having a width dimension 
concurrent with second device features having a diameter dimension, instead of patterning in a 
layer of dielectric deposited over the substrate first device features having a width dimension 
concurrent with patterning second device features having a diameter dimension. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claim 27-29, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US 
Patent No. 6,498,089 to Komada. 
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Regarding claim 27, Komada (figures 1 A-B) teaches the structure of a seal ring over a 
semiconductor device, comprising: 

a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices (column 4, 
lines 38-44); 

in a layer of dielectric (23) deposited over the substrate, a pattern of first device (a portion 
of [25r]) features having a width dimension and a pattern of second device (a portion of [25c]) 
features having a diameter dimension, the width dimension (width of the [25r]) being smaller 
than the diameter dimension (dimension of the [25c]). 

Regarding claim 28, Komada teaches the first device (a portion of [25r]) features 
comprising a device seal ring. 

Regarding claim 29, Komada teaches the second device (a portion of [25c]) features 
comprising via openings. 

Regarding claim 33, Komada (figures 1 A-B) teaches a structure of a seal ring over 
semiconductor device, comprising: 

( a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices (column 4, 
lines 38-44); and 

a seal ring having a width dimension (a portion of [25r]) and via openings (portion of 
25c]) having a diameter dimension having been patterned in a layer of dielectric (23) deposited 
over the substrate, the width dimension (a portion of [25r]) and the diameter dimension (a 
portion of [25c]) being mutually dependent (diameter dimension of [25c] is larger then of the 
width dimension of [25r]). 
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Regarding claim 34, Komada teaches the width dimensions (portion of [25r]) being 
smaller than the diameter dimensions (portion of [25c]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 30 and 38-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 6,498,089 to Komada in view of US Patent No. 6,635567 to Ebertseder et al. 

Regarding claim 30, Komada differs from the clamed invention by not showing the 
second device features comprising at least one Alignment Mark. However, Ebertseder et al. 
(figures 1-2) teach the alignment mark (5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
Ebertseder et al. into the device taught by Komada in order improve the accuracy of the 
alignment of the opening hole. 

Regarding claim 38, Komada (figures 1 A-b) teaches a structure of a seal ring over a 
semiconductor device, comprising: 

a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices (column 4, 
lines 38-44); and 

a seal ring having a first Critical Dimension (a portion of [25r]) and a second Critical 
Dimension (a portion of [25c]) having been patterned in a layer of dielectric (23) deposited over 
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the substrate, the first Critical Dimension (portion of [25r]) and the second Critical Dimension 
(portion of [25c]) being mutually dependent (diameter dimension of [25c] is larger then of the 
width dimension of [25r]). 

Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing Alignment Mark in a second 
Critical Dimension. However, Ebertseder et al. (figures 1-2) teach the alignment mark (5). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ebertseder et al. into the device taught by 
Komada in order improve the accuracy of the alignment of the opening hole. 

Regarding claim 39, the combined device shows the first Critical Dimension (Komada; 
portion of [25r]) being smaller than the second Critical Dimension (Komada; portion of [25c]). 

Regarding claim 40, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the first 
Critical Dimension being about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the first Critical Dimension being 
about 0.15 micrometer in order to provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 41, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
second Critical Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the second Critical 
Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. 
Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 
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Regarding claim 42, Komada (figures 1 A-B) teaches a structure of a seal ring over a 
semiconductor device, comprising: 

providing a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices 
(column 4, lines 38-44); and 

concurrently patterning a seal ring having a first Critical Dimension (a portion of [25r]) 
and a second Critical Dimension (a portion of [25c]) in a layer of dielectric (23) deposited over 
the substrate, the first Critical Dimension (portion of [25r]) being smaller than the second 
Critical Dimension (portion of [25c]). 

Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing Alignment Mark in a second 
Critical Dimension. However, Ebertseder et al. (figures 1-2) teach the alignment mark (5). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ebertseder et al. into the device taught by 
Komada in order improve the accuracy of the alignment of the opening hole. 

Regarding claim 43, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the first 
Critical Dimension being about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the first Critical Dimension being 
about 0.15 micrometer in order to provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 44, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
second Critical Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the second Critical 
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Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. 
Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 45, Komada (figures 1 A-B) teaches a structure of a seal ring over a 
semiconductor device comprising: 

a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices(column 4, 
lines 38-44); and 

a seal ring having a first Critical Dimension (a portion of [25r]) and at least one via 
opening having a second Critical Dimension (a portion of [25c]) and at least one via opening 
having a third Critical Dimension (a another portion of [25c]) having been patterned in a layer of 
dielectric (23) deposited over the substrate, the first Critical Dimension and the second Critical 
Dimension and the third Critical Dimension being mutually dependent (the width dimension of 
[25r] of the first Critical Dimension is smaller than the diameter dimension of [25c] of the 
second and the third Critical Dimension). 

Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing Alignment Mark in a third 
Critical Dimension. However, Ebertseder et al. (figures 1-2) teach the alignment mark (5). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ebertseder et al. into the device taught by 
Komada in order improve the accuracy of the alignment of the opening hole. 

Regarding claim 46, the combined device shows the first Critical Dimension (Komada; 
the width dimension of [25r]) being smaller than the second Critical Dimension and the third 
Critical Dimension (Komada; the diameter dimension of [25c]). 
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Regarding claim 47, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the first 
Critical Dimension being about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the first Critical Dimension being 
about 0. 1 5 micrometer in order to provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 48, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
second Critical Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the second Critical 
Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. 
Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 49, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the third 
Critical Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the third Critical Dimension being 
about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 50, Komada (figures 1 A-B) teaches a structure of a seal ring over a 
semiconductor device comprising: 

a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices(column 4, 
lines 38-44); and 
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a seal ring having a first Critical Dimension (a portion of [25r]) and at least one via 
opening having a second Critical Dimension (a portion of [25c]) and at least one via opening 
having a third Critical Dimension (a another portion of [25c]) having been patterned in a layer of 
dielectric (23) deposited over the substrate, the first Critical Dimension (the width dimension of 
[25r]) being smaller than the second Critical Dimension (the diameter dimension of [25c]) and 
the third Critical Dimension (a another portion of [25c]). 

Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing Alignment Mark in a third 
Critical Dimension. However, Ebertseder et al. (figures 1-2) teach the alignment mark (5). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ebertseder et al. into the device taught by 
Komada in order improve the accuracy of the alignment of the opening hole. 

Regarding claim 51, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the first 
Critical Dimension being about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the first Critical Dimension being 
about 0.15 micrometer in order to provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 52, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
second Critical Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the second Critical 
Dimension being about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. 
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Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

5. Claims 31, 32, 35, 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 6,498,089 to Komada. 

Regarding claim 31, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the width 
dimension being about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the width dimension being about 0.15 
micrometer in order to provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it has been 
held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill 
in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 32, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
diameter dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the diameter dimension being 
about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 35, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the width 
dimension being about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the width dimension being about 0.15 
micrometer in order to provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it has been 
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held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill 
in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 36, Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the 
diameter dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the diameter dimension being 
about 0.20 micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. Furthermore, it 
has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 37, Komada (figures 1A-B) teaches a structure of a seal ring over 
semiconductor device, comprising: 

a substrate, the substrate having been provided with semiconductor devices (column 4, 
lines 38-44); and 

a seal ring having a width dimension (a portion of [25r]) and via openings (portion of 
25c]) having a diameter dimension having been patterned in a layer of dielectric (23) deposited 
over the substrate. 

Komada differs from the claimed invention by not showing the width dimension being 
about 0.15 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made for the width dimension being about 0.15 micrometer in order to 
provide better isolation between the devices. Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 
617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 



Application/Control Number: 10/782,365 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2811 

Komada further differs from the claimed invention by not showing the diameter 
dimension being about 0.20 micrometer. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the diameter dimension being about 0.20 
micrometer in order to provide better contact between the devices. Furthermore, it has been held 
that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the 
art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Quang D. Vu whose telephone number is 571-272-1667. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Lee can be reached on 571-272-1732. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 8<56-2 17/9 197 (toll-free). 
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